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MINDFUL MEANING 
Abstract 
When something occurs that threatens an individual’s sense of meaning, they may 
respond by refocusing their attention on an unrelated meaning structure, which can be broadly 
conceptualized as an expected relationship in the environment. This process has been termed 
fluid compensation (Steele, 1988). Fluid compensation can be viewed as an avoidance defense 
mechanism. Currently, there has been little research done on moderating factors that may 
influence this process. The purpose of this study is to investigate the role of trait mindfulness as a 
potential moderator. Trait mindfulness is a relatively permanent sense of conscious awareness 
characterized by experiencing the present moment in a nonjudgemental light. Mindfulness may 
allow the individual to view the potentially threatening experience from a more open and 
objective perspective. This would eliminate the threatening feelings and thus, remove the 
motivation to fluidly compensate.  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MINDFUL MEANING 
Introduction 
 In 1988, Claude Steele coined the term “fluid compensation” when describing the 
mechanism behind self-affirmation. This fluid compensation process describes the phenomenon 
where upon receiving a threat to self-integrity, individuals will affirm an unrelated value in order 
to regain a sense of self-integrity or adequacy. Steele used the example of smokers in modern 
society who are very aware of the fact that smoking is an unhealthy behavior, but rather than 
addressing the reasons behind the action of smoking, the individuals may work harder at their 
jobs or spend more time with their children in order to continue viewing themselves as 
competent and capable people.  
 Within the last decade, fluid compensation literature has grown rapidly (e.g., Van 
Tongeren & Green, 2010; Van Tongeren et al., 2015; Zhu, Martens, & Aquino, 2012). This is 
largely due to proposal of the Meaning Maintenance Model (MMM; Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 
2006). The MMM also heavily relies on the idea of the fluid compensation process, though it 
argues that rather than being in service to a sense of adequacy and self-integrity, fluid 
compensation works to restore and maintain a sense of meaning. Here, meaning can be 
conceptualized as any expected relationships that allow us to make sense of our experiences 
(Proulx & Heine, 2006). However, the MMMs exploration of fluid compensation is still not 
complete, and there has been a call for researchers to examine this process more closely (Proulx 
& Inzlicht, 2012).  
 Research on fluid compensation has shown a multitude of intriguing findings. Navarette, 
Kurzban, Fessler, and Kirkpatrick (2004) observed that inducing a sense of isolation in American 
participants made them more likely to disapprove of an anti-American essay. When presented  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with two products when it is unclear which is the smarter option, participants who were 
manipulated to perceive a self-esteem threat were more likely to purchase the smarter option 
(Sobol & Darke, 2014). However, being exposed to a self-esteem threat can also lead participants 
to prefer purchasing furniture that requires assembly over identical furniture that is already 
assembled (Mochon, Norton, & Ariely, 2012). Signing a petition online improved participants’ 
likelihood of donating money to a related charity, but refusing to sign the same petition led to 
participants donating more money to an unrelated charity (Lee & Hsieh, 2013). Furthermore, 
Randles, Proulx, Inzlicht, Tullet, and Heine (2015) found that after exposure to a cognitive 
dissonance manipulation, participants were more likely to affirm their belief in God, desired to 
punish norm-violators more strongly, and were better able to detect patterns. At first glance, 
many of these studies may seem unrelated. However, they are all investigating the same 
phenomenon of compensatory behaviors as a means to avoid reflecting on  a meaning threat.  
 While it is obviously important to see what kinds of behaviors and attitudes can be 
affected by fluid compensation, it is equally important to know what kinds of behaviors and 
attitudes may affect fluid compensation itself. While some work has been done on the 
investigation of potential moderators (e.g., McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor, Gailliot, 
Vasquez, & Nash, 2007; Gailliot, Schmeichel, & Baumeister, 2006), mindfulness has largely 
been ignored in the fluid compensation literature.  
 Mindfulness, a state of receptive attention to the present characterized by openness and 
objective processing (Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007) stands in direct opposition to fluid 
compensation, which may be described as a temporary distraction technique (e.g., Proulx & 
Heine, 2010). Thus, it may be the case that high trait mindfulness will substantially reduce the  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extent to which individuals will engage in the fluid compensation behaviors outlined in the 
MMM. Analyzing the levels of trait mindfulness in participants engaged in a fluid compensation 
manipulation will allow for a concrete testing of this possibility.  
Meaning Maintenance 
 The MMM proposes that there is a fundamental human need for creating and maintaining 
a sense of meaning (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). While the MMM is not the only theory in the 
recent trend of existential social psychology (e.g. Martin, 1999; Van den Bos, 2009; Solomon, 
Greenburg, & Pyszczynski, 1991), it is arguably the broadest. Meaning maintenance research has 
been proposed to encompass much of the research done on self-affirmation theory, cognitive 
dissonance, the need to belong, and terror management theory, claiming that all these theories 
work together from a perspective of maintaining meaning.  
 Domains of meaning. The MMM identifies four separate domains in which individuals 
seek to create and maintain meaning. These are: self-esteem, certainty, affiliation, and symbolic 
immortality. Each domain is theorized to represent a fundamental human need, all working 
together to serve the higher order function of maintaining meaning. A key component each of 
these domains shares is that there is a certain point for each person in which they feel they have 
satiated their need. After reaching satiation within a domain, individuals will be much less 
motivated to continue engaging in behaviors associated with that domain. For example, someone 
who is made to feel certain is much less likely to seek out certainty needs (McGregor, Zanna, 
Holmes, & Spencer, 2001). A brief description of each domain follows.  
 Self-esteem. Self-esteem has been long studied, and several different accounts of what its 
primary function is have emerged (e.g., Leary, Tambor, Terdal, & Downs, 1995; Pyszczynski,  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Greenberg, Solomon, Arndt, & Schimel, 2004; Ryan & Brown, 2003). The MMM proposes that 
self-esteem works to signal when individuals begin failing to relate to their environment (Heine 
et al., 2006). Having a positive self-view would indicate that an individual perceives their actions 
to be in line with what is expected of them. This helps create a sense of meaning within the 
individual.  
 Certainty. In addition to self-esteem needs, it has been demonstrated that individuals 
typically desire to feel that their perceptions of the world are correct (Hogg, 2000). A violation in 
one’s sense of certainty also reflects a threat to meaning — both entail a difference between what 
is expected and what is observed. It has also been shown that individuals do not need to be 
consciously aware of certainty violations to perceive a meaning threat (Randles, Proulx, & 
Heine, 2011). This means that certainty needs are so important that behavior change can be 
elicited on a subconscious level.  
 Affiliation. Baumeister and Leary’s (1995) impressive work on the need to belong has 
developed into a widely accepted motivational theory. The MMM does not dispute the evidence 
put forth by these researchers, and thus has included affiliative needs in the model. Humans are 
innately group oriented, and forming social relationships is fundamental to well-being. This need 
is so pervasive, members will advocate for their groups even when formed on a completely 
arbitrary basis (Tajfel, Billig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971). The MMM suggests that social 
relationships assist individuals in forming meaning by providing a sense of similar others to 
whom an individual can compare experiences with and form expected relationships between.  
 Symbolic immortality. The domain of symbolic immortality is largely derived from 
existential psychological theories (e.g., Becker, 1973; Lifton, 1976; Solomon et al., 1991). These  
4
MINDFUL MEANING 
theories broadly state that the knowledge that death is inescapable motivates a wide array of 
human behaviors and attitudes. For instance, it was found participants who were asked to write 
about their deaths (versus writing about watching television) were more likely to give in to 
stereotypes, advocate their cultural views, and show intergroup bias (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, 
Solomon, Simon, & Breus, 1994). The MMM posits that death is ultimately a severance of 
meaning. Dying removes the individual’s capabilities to relate to and form relationships with the 
environment. However, it is possible to achieve a sense of symbolic immortality by creating or 
influencing things that may persist after one’s death. Many famous works of art have long 
outlasted their creators, as well as books, myths, buildings, even offspring can be considered a 
representation of the self. Creating these things in life gives individuals hope that their meaning 
may, in some sense, persist after death. 
 Compensatory behaviors. When meaning is threatened, individuals can regain meaning 
through a variety of compensatory behaviors, across a variety of domains. A threat in any of the 
domains may result in a compensatory effort to bolster meaning in the same domain the threat 
occurred in, or a different domain altogether. While this does not necessarily result in the original 
threat being addressed, it does allow the individual to restore a general sense of meaning. Proulx 
and Inzlicht (2012) identify five methods of compensatory behaviors: Assimilation, 
Accommodation, Affirmation, Abstraction, and Assembly.  
 Assimilation and accommodation. Assimilation and accommodation can be viewed as 
more “direct” methods of maintaining meaning, as they deal with the threat either by 
reinterpreting the information in a way that is consistent with the current framework 
(assimilation), or by changing the framework to fit the current information (accommodation).  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Both of these responses deal directly with the threat and reduce the need to put further cognitive 
effort into the matter. The latter three methods indirectly address the issue, and are therefore 
more complex. 
 Compensatory affirmation. When discussing fluid compensation, what is generally being 
referred to is compensatory affirmation. When a meaning threat is too difficult to tackle directly, 
individuals will affirm unrelated meaning structures in order to restore a general sense of 
meaning. For example, Proulx, Heine, and Vohs (2010) designed a study where participants were 
led to believe they were going to read a serious adventure story, but then received an excerpt 
from Monty Python, the British comedy. Participants were then asked to set bond in a 
hypothetical trial involving someone convicted of prostitution. Those in the unexpected story 
category set bond higher compared to those in the control condition, who read the same story, but 
had been told the truth about what they would be reading. This is seen as a reaffirmation of moral 
values following a certainty violation. By setting bond higher, participants reaffirmed their 
commitment to socially accepted cultural values, thus bolstering their sense of meaning.  
 Evidence has also shown that compensatory affirmation can be induced on a subliminal 
level (e.g., Randles, Proulx, & Heine, 2011). Proulx and Heine (2008) exposed participants to a 
classic change blindness manipulation, where halfway through the testing session, the 
experimenter was switched with another similarly dressed experimenter. Afterward, participants 
indicated they would once again set higher bond for the prostitute compared to the control 
condition that did not receive the manipulation. This is especially impressive, because 
manipulation checks showed participants were not consciously aware that the experimenters  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were switched, but their behaviors were consistent with experiments following conscious 
meaning threats.  
 While the vast majority of fluid compensation experiments do not offer the participants a 
choice on how to reaffirm their sense of meaning, it should be noted that when possible 
individuals do choose to tackle the meaning violation directly (e.g., Stone et al., 1997; Tullett, 
Teper, & Inzlicht, 2011). Thus, it is not assumed that individuals fluidly compensate in abstract 
ways during every meaning violation they come across. Rather, when a meaning threat is 
perceived to be too difficult to address head on, individuals also have the ability to fluidly 
compensate.  
 Furthermore, after the participants are given the opportunity to repair the meaning threat 
directly, the compensation efforts are no longer seen. McGregor, Zanna, Holmes, and Spencer 
(2001) conducted a study in which a meaning threat was induced among participants, but some 
of them were able to repair the meaning threat while the others were not. Those that were able to 
repair the threat did not respond with increased compensatory conviction relative to the control 
group, whereas those who were left with an unrepaired meaning threat increased the amount of 
bond they would set for a hypothetical convicted prostitute.  
 Compensatory abstraction. Although affirmation is the most common form of fluid 
compensation, it is not the only one. Compensatory abstraction is another way in which 
individuals will fluidly compensate for meaning violations. Rather than reaffirming meaning that 
has already been established, compensatory abstraction involves finding new meaning in the 
wake of a threat. For example, participants who were manipulated to have a lower perceived 
sense of control were more likely to see hidden images where none existed, engage in  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superstitious behaviors, believe conspiracy theories, and find nonexistent patterns in the stock 
market (Whitson & Galinsky, 2008). One salient example of compensatory abstraction is seen in 
the conspiracy theories following the September 11th terrorist attacks on the World Trade Center. 
It is reasonable to assume that for many of those living in the United States, these attacks were a 
very strong meaning threat. It represented that the world is not as safe as was thought, and thus a 
lack of control was felt. The resulting conspiracy theories that came about in the years following 
may represent a collective effort by some to find a source of meaning among the wreckage of a 
horrible event. 
 As with affirmation, compensatory abstraction has also been shown to occur on a 
subliminal level. Randles, Proulx, and Heine (2011) had participants complete a distractor task 
on a computer, and flashed subliminal word pairs on the screen during this time. Participants in 
the manipulation condition received incongruous word pairs (e.g. turn-frog, bull-left), while 
participants in the control condition received meaningful pairs (e.g., turn-left, bull-frog). The 
word pairs were flashed for 42 milliseconds, well below conscious detection. They were then 
showed a string of seemingly random letters and told there was some pattern to how the letters 
were arranged, but the pattern itself was not revealed. Then participants were shown additional 
letter strings and told that some of these strings shared the same pattern as the original string. 
When asked to try to identify which letter strings matched the original patterns, participants in 
both conditions indicated they felt that they were guessing, but those in the manipulation 
condition were able to pick out the correct strings more accurately than the control group. This 
shows that it is possible for the entire fluid compensation process to occur subliminally.  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 Compensatory assembly. The final method of restoring meaning named by Proulx and 
Inzlicht (2012) is compensatory assembly. Rather than reaffirming existing meaning or finding 
meaning in existing patterns, compensatory assembly represents the ground-up construction of 
new meaning frameworks altogether. This can be seen in children forming new moral codes as 
they grow older and develop (e.g. Kholberg, 1981). Proulx and Inzlicht (2012) also argue that 
assembly is seen in the increase in creativity seen by individuals suffering meaning threats, 
though they note that there is more research that needs to be done on this particular method of 
fluid compensation.  
 Distinctions from terror management findings. As noted earlier, there are other 
theories that explain human motivation through the lens of existential psychology. The most 
prominent of these is terror management theory (Greenberg, Pyszczynski, & Solomon, 1986). 
Being a largely developed topic, a full review of TMT is well outside the scope of this paper. 
Thus, a brief review of some relevant points will be presented. TMT states that humans are 
unique insofar as they are aware of the fact that their death is both inevitable and unavoidable. 
This awareness creates a state of anxiety within each individual, and therefore a motivation to 
reduce this anxiety ensues. Individuals will buffer themselves against these death threats in a 
variety of ways, including increased worldview defense (e.g., preferring a book written by an 
author from the same country). This worldview defense can also be seen as compensatory 
affirmation, which is why much of the literature on TMT works to support the propositions of the 
MMM.  
 Terror management theory also suggests that self-esteem acts as a buffer within 
individuals to reduce the effect of death-related anxiety. After exposure to mortality salience  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manipulations, those with higher self esteem are less likely to engage in defensive reactions, 
including increased worldview defense (e.g., Harmon-Jones et al., 1997; Solomon, Greenburg, & 
Pyszczynski, 2004; cf. Pyszczynski et al., 2004). This is a key conceptual distinction between the 
two theories, because the MMM puts self-esteem needs and symbolic immortality needs in 
separate and independent domains.  
 Moderators. There is evidence suggesting that the degree to which individuals fluidly 
compensate is moderated by both self-esteem (McGregor & Marigold, 2003; McGregor et al., 
2007) and self-control (Gailliot et al., 2006). At the time of this writing, these factors have not 
been linked to specific methods of fluid compensation, but rather the construct as a whole. 
Despite the positive correlation between self-esteem and self-control (Tangney, Baumeister, & 
Boon, 2004), the literature reports that high levels of each have opposing effects on fluid 
compensation tendencies (i.e., higher self-esteem and lower self-control both lead to more 
compensatory behaviors). 
 Self-esteem. While some of the previously noted evidence from TMT research shows that 
higher self-esteem buffers (i.e., reduces) fluid compensation, there is also evidence reporting the 
opposite effect (e.g., Baldwin & Wesley, 1996; McGregor, Gailliot, Vasquez, & Nash, 2007). 
Schmeichel et al. (2009) addressed this discrepancy in the literature by making a distinction 
between implicit and explicit self-esteem. In a typical mortality salience paradigm, they found 
that high implicit self-esteem (unaccessible, non-conscious evaluations of the self) produced the 
worldview defense reactions, whereas high explicit self-esteem (accessible, conscious 
evaluations of the self) did not, unless the participant was also low in implicit self-esteem. The 
implications of this will be elaborated on in the discussion section.   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 Self-control. Gailliot et al. (2006) investigated the role of self-control as a moderator in 
the relationship between mortality salience and worldview defense bolstering. Participants in the 
experimental condition were asked to write about what they think will physically happen to their 
bodies after they die. Afterward, they were given a passage praising George Bush’s antiterrorism 
efforts and asked to rate their level of agreement with the passage. The results showed that the 
experimental condition (versus control) just bordered on significantly showing more agreement 
with the passage (p = .06). However, when levels of self-control were analyzed within the 
experimental group, it was found that only those with low self-control significantly rated more 
agreement with the passage. This effect was found in both trait and state self-control 
assessments.  
 Summary. Overall, the MMM is a broad and multifaceted theory with a powerful 
explanatory reach. Combining several decades of research in several different areas of study is 
no small feat. While there is some discussion that perhaps meaning could perhaps be replaced 
with certainty (e.g., Galinsky, Whitson, Huang, & Rucker, 2012), the MMM has largely been 
viewed as a strong theoretical construct.  
Mindfulness 
 Over the last decade and a half, mindfulness research has been growing at an almost 
exponential rate (Brown, Creswell, & Ryan, 2015). When an area of study grows this rapidly, it 
is common for many researchers to use different definitions of the same term. In an effort to 
avoid this issue, a meeting was held in which eleven researchers attended and came to a 
consensus on an operational definition of the concept (Bishop et al., 2004). This definition 
includes two key components, the first being a self-regulation of attention. This involves a  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sustained focus on the present experience in a dispassionate mindset. Thus, rather than dwelling 
on thoughts and applying perceptual biases to them, the mindful individual simply experiences 
the situations and thoughts as they occur and continues to observe the experience in a non-
elaborative way. The second component identified by Bishop and colleagues is maintaining an 
orientation to experience that allows the individual to approach experiences with curiosity, 
openness, and acceptance. By maintaining a sense of curiosity and acceptance through 
experience, the individual remains open to the reality of the present, allowing the abandoning of 
“one’s agenda to have a different experience” (Bishop et al., 2004, p. 233). Together, these 
components allow the self to take a step back and observe experience without getting caught up 
in the moment, allowing for a more objective perception of reality.  
 Research findings. Many positive results have been found to be associated with both 
state (an induced sense of mindfulness that is largely temporary) and trait (a more permanent 
feature of the self) mindfulness. Mindfulness has been associated with attentional control 
(Brown, 2006, as cited in Brown, Ryan, & Creswell, 2007), lower stress, anxiety, and depressive 
symptoms (Carlson & Ryan, 2005), higher subjective well-being and positive affect (Brown & 
Ryan, 2003), increases in episodic memory (Brown, Goodman, Ryan, & Anãlayo, 2016), 
healthier eating habits (Arch et al., 2016), and importantly, non-defensive processing of 
threatening experiences (Brown, Ryan, Creswell, & Niemiec, 2008). Clearly, there is a lot of 
good that mindfulness practice has to offer.  
 Another interesting contribution of mindfulness is pain reduction. While pain is 
obviously a physical phenomenon, it may be related to mental strategies individuals use to cope 
with threat in general. Cioffi and Holloway (1993) compared coping strategies used by  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participants in response to pain, and measured how effective the strategies were at reducing the 
overall subjective experience of the pain. Participants told to suppress the thoughts of pain (i.e., 
reducing thoughts without diverting attention onto something else) showed initial improvement 
in pain that exceeded the other methods, but overall maintained the greatest subjective sense of 
pain across conditions. Participants in the distraction condition (i.e., replacing thoughts of pain 
with unrelated thoughts) showed improved subjective reports of pain compared to the 
suppression condition, but those in the monitoring condition (i.e., instructed to pay close 
attention to the sensations and focus attention on the pain) showed the greatest reductions in 
pain, both in speed and degree.  
 While the findings by Cioffi and Holloway (1993) focused on responses to physical 
threat, they may offer insight on the mental and behavioral responses to threat as well. In the 
MMM, it is theorized that fluid compensation is a common response to perceived meaning 
threats. Fluid compensation can be likened to the distraction condition in the Cioffi study; upon 
receiving a threat, efforts are made to replace the current distressing thoughts with other 
information that is more pleasing. Meanwhile, mindfulness can be compared to the monitoring 
condition; rather than ignoring the threat, participants focused attention on the sensations and 
quality of the experience. Both coping strategies effectively reduced the negative experience 
more so than simply suppressing the thoughts, but the monitoring category was the most 
effective. Should this example carry over to the MMM and fluid compensation efforts, it may 
imply that mindful individuals will more effectively deal with meaning violations. 
 Further support for this hypothesis comes from evidence showing that mindfulness 
reduces worldview defense in response to threat (Brown, Ryan, Creswell, & Niemiec, 2008).  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Across seven studies, Niemiec et al. (2010) showed that high trait mindfulness reduced the 
likelihood that individuals faced with reminders of their own deaths would respond with 
increased worldview defense. While this is an example of fluid compensation as defined by the 
MMM, this study by Niemiec et al. was done specifically in regard to TMT. The MMM claims to 
encompass TMT, but because there is such a large body of literature on TMT it is prudent to test 
this association using methods other than mortality salience. This will provide evidence that 
mindfulness can moderate the fluid compensation process beyond symbolic immortality needs, 
and affect other domains listed in the MMM.  
 State versus trait. Mindfulness can be measured in two different capacities: state and 
trait. State mindfulness is largely a temporary induced form of mindfulness. A manipulation can 
be performed on participants in order to increase the likelihood that they will be in a mindful 
state for the duration of a study. The alternative form is trait mindfulness, which is a relatively 
enduring characteristic of an individual. This reflects how a person typically is in their daily 
activities. The decision to use a measure of trait mindfulness was made because this measure will 
reveal more about how fluid compensation affects individuals in everyday interactions, as 
opposed to a more artificial laboratory setting with an induced measure.    
Present Study  
 This study investigates the degree to which trait mindfulness moderates the fluid 
compensation process. Following meaning threat, participants in this study will be given the 
opportunity to fluidly compensate, thus restoring a general sense of meaning. Based on the 
evidence reviewed, it is proposed that those with higher trait mindfulness should view the 
manipulation as less threatening than those lower in trait mindfulness. According to the MMM,  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this would necessarily lead to a decreased need to reaffirm other sources of meaning. Thus, it is 
hypothesized that those higher in trait mindfulness will be less likely to engage in fluid 
compensation efforts in response to threats when compared to those lower in trait mindfulness.  
 To the knowledge of the researchers, this marks the first attempt to apply mindfulness to 
the fluid compensation process as defined. As such, the present study will focus only on 
compensatory affirmation behaviors. Further research will be needed to test whether any 
associations (or the lack thereof) found in this study hold for other compensatory strategies 
defined by the MMM.  
Method 
Participants 
  Data was collected from 222 undergraduate students from a large southwestern 
university. Of these, fourteen participants were eliminated due to missing data, two for 
multivariate outliers, and one for failing to follow instructions. After data screening was 
completed 205 participants remained in the sample. Participants were primarily female (n = 160, 
78%), Caucasian (n = 180, 88%), and first year students, (n = 122, 59%) and between the ages of 
18 and 21 (n = 193, 95%). For a more detailed breakdown of demographic information, see Table 
1.  
Measures and Materials 
 Mindfulness. All participants received measures of mindfulness and attentional control. 
Having participants complete two measures of mindfulness provides greater convergent validity 
of the assessment of mindfulness. Furthermore, including a measure for attentional control  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allows the researchers to investigate whether any differences between groups is attributable to 
mindfulness itself, or merely one of its components.  
 Mindful attention awareness scale. The mindful attention awareness scale (MAAS; 
Brown & Ryan, 2003; Carlson & Brown, 2005) is a 15-item scale assessing trait mindfulness by 
asking questions related to conscious awareness of the present. The questions are assessed on a 
six-point Likert scale asking how frequently each statement is experienced, with one indicating 
“almost always” and six indicating “almost never.” Questions from this scale include: “I tend to 
walk quickly to get where I’m going without paying attention to what I experience along the 
way,” and “I do jobs or tasks automatically, without being aware of what I’m doing.” To score 
this scale, a simple mean is taken of the 15 items with higher numbers indicating higher trait 
mindfulness. Brown and Ryan (2003) reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .82, while Carlson and 
Brown (2005) found a higher value of .87. Both values reflect good internal consistency.  This 
study found a Cronbach’s alpha of .89, which is in line with previous findings. The MAAS 
appears in Appendix A.  
 Five facet mindfulness questionnaire. Participants also completed the five facet 
mindfulness questionnaire (FFMQ; Baer, Smith, Hopkins, Krietemeyer, & Toney, 2006) to 
provide convergent validity for the mindfulness results. The FFMQ is comprised of five 
independent subscales that represent facets of mindfulness, namely: observing, describing, acting 
with awareness, non-judging of inner experience, and non-reactivity to inner experience. Thirty-
nine items make up the FFMQ, with items from each subscale being mixed throughout. Each 
item is a different statement, and participants are asked to rate each statement on a five point 
Likert scale, with one indicating “never or very rarely true” and five being “very often or always  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true.” An example item from each sub-scale follows: “I notice how foods and drinks affect my 
thoughts, bodily sensations, and emotions” (observing), “I’m good at finding words to describe 
my feelings” (describing), “I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the 
present” (reverse coded acting with awareness), “I criticize myself for having irrational or 
inappropriate emotions” (reverse coded non-judging), and “In difficult situations, I can pause 
without immediately reacting” (non-reactivity). Baer and colleagues (2006) reported the internal 
consistency (Cronbach’s alpha) of each of the five subscales independently. These values ranged 
from .75 to .91, reflecting acceptable to excellent internal consistency. This study found a 
Cronbach’s alpha of .90 for the overall FFMQ, and a .91 for the FFMQ acting with awareness 
sub-scale. The FFMQ and scoring guidelines appear in Appendix B.  
 Attentional control scale. The attentional control scale (ACS; Derryberry & Reed, 2002; 
Judah, Grant, Mills, & Lechner, 2014) is a 20-item scale measuring one’s ability to control 
attention. Respondents are asked to read each item and indicate how well the statements describe 
them on a four-point Likert scale (1 = almost never, 2 = sometimes, 3 = often, 4 = always). 
Example items include: “It’s very hard for me to concentrate on a difficult task when there are 
noises around,” and “When a distracting thought comes to mind, it is easy for me to shift my 
attention away from it.” Some items are reverse coded, and to compute the final score a simple 
mean is taken. Cronbach’s alphas of .88 (Derryberry & Reed, 2002) and .84 (Judah et al., 2014) 
have been reported for the ACS, representing good internal consistency for the scale. This study 
found a .82 for Chronbach’s alpha, which is within the range reported by previous research. The 
ACS appears in Appendix C.  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 Demographics. Because the demographics form includes questions about participants’ 
previous exposure to mindfulness, the demographics form was given after all other scales have 
been completed. This was done in an attempt to minimize priming the participants to think of 
themselves as more mindful than they may be in actuality.  Questions on the demographics form 1
include asking participants their age, race, sex, academic year, grade point average, and what 
device was used to take the survey. In addition to asking these questions, this form also asks the 
participants to indicate whether they have had experience practicing mindfulness, yoga, or any 
other form of meditation. This information was collected in determining how long participants 
need to have been practicing mindfulness in order to achieve the hypothesized effects, should 
this pattern appear in the results. The demographics form is provided in Appendix D.  
 Other potential moderators. As discussed earlier, both self-esteem and self-control have 
been found to moderate the degree to which individuals engage in fluid compensation following 
threat. Therefore, measures for both of these constructs were given to participants in order to 
control for these factors and help isolate the unique contribution of mindfulness.  
 Self-esteem. Self-esteem was measured with the Rosenberg Self-Esteem Scale (RSE; 
Rosenberg, 1965). This is a 10-item questionnaire assessing global self-esteem. Respondents are 
asked to read each item and indicate their level of agreement on a four-point Likert scale (from 
“strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”). Half of the items are reverse coded. Sample items 
include: “I am able to do things as well as most other people,” and “I certainly feel useless at 
times.” The RSE is scored by taking the average of the responses to each item. Studies have  
 Although those who are higher in trait mindfulness should be less inclined to succumb to such biases, it is possible 1
that those lower in mindfulness would not be as adept at avoiding them and thus more willing to indicate that they 
are higher in the trait than they actually are. 
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reported internal consistencies for the RSE ranging from .72 to .88 (Gray-Little, Williams, & 
Hancock, 1997). This study found an internal consistency rating of .89. The RSE is provided in 
Appendix E.  
 Self-control. Self-control was assessed using the Brief Self-control Scale (BSCS; Tangey, 
Baumeister, & Boon, 2004). This is a 13-item measure assessing self-control. Respondents are 
asked to indicate how well each statement describes them on a five-point Likert type scale (1 = 
Not at all, 5 = Very much). Some items are reverse scored. Sample items include: “I refuse things 
that are bad for me,” and “I often act without thinking through all the alternatives.” (reverse 
scored). To calculate a participant’s score, a simple sum is taken of all the items (possible scores 
range from 13 to 65). In the development of the BSCS, Tangey et al. found the internal 
consistencies to range from .83 to .85, indicating good internal consistency. This study found a 
lower value of .71. The BSCS is provided in Appendix F.  
 Meaning threat. It has been demonstrated that individuals create and perceive meaning 
in a variety of ways, thus it is difficult for a single manipulation to act as a cover-all that would 
reliably threaten participants’ sense of meaning (Schnell, 2011). Fortunately, McGregor et al. 
(2001) and Sobol and Darke (2014) have used methods that get around this issue. The present 
study utilized methodology that is largely replicated from McGregor, et al. (2001).  Participants 2
in the experimental condition received materials asking them to write about a personal dilemma 
that they have not yet resolved. The instructions state that problems “should take the form of 
‘Should I. . . or not?’”. After identifying the dilemma, several questions encourage the participant  
 Special thanks to Ian McGregor for providing the research materials and offering valuable insight to the 2
methodology.
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to deliberate on the dilemma further and write about the positive and negative consequences of 
both enacting change and proceeding with how things are. This was selected as the primary 
manipulation for meaning threat because it effectively enlists each participant to expose 
themselves to a personalized certainty violation. This alleviates many of the issues associated 
with devising a manipulation that will be effective for everyone.  
 Participants randomly assigned to the control condition received materials parallel to 
those in the experimental condition, with the difference being that they were asked to write about 
a friend’s dilemma. Participants are advised to choose a dilemma in which the friend is unsure of 
how to proceed, but they themselves feel they know what would be best for the friend to do. 
Materials for both the own dilemma and friend’s dilemma are produced in Appendix G.  
 Self-concept Clarity. Following the meaning threat or control, all participants are given a 
measure of self concept clarity (SCC; Campbell et al., 1996). This serves as a distractor task. 
This scale is a 12-item measure that assesses the degree to which an individual has formed a 
consistent and stable conception of themselves. Respondents are asked to indicate the degree to 
which each item describes them on a five-point Likert scale (1 = Very slightly or not at all, 5 = 
Extremely). Some items are reverse scored. Sample items include: “On one day I might have one 
opinion of myself and on another day I might have a different opinion,” and “In general, I have a 
clear sense of who I am and what I am.” Campbell et al. reported a Cronbach’s alpha of .86, 
reflecting good internal consistency. The SCC scale is provided in Appendix H.  
 Compensatory conviction. Participants in both conditions received the same 
compensatory conviction materials. The first of these assesses respondent’s attitudes toward 
capital punishment.  This questionnaire is divided into three parts. Part A provides a list of 15  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different statements regarding capital punishment (e.g., “Capital punishment is not necessary in 
modern civilizations,” “A murderer deserves to die”) and asks participants to circle the statement 
they agree with the most. Part B asks four questions regarding how strongly the participant feels 
about the statement that was circled in Part A (e.g., “How willing would you be to defend this 
position in an argument?”). These are scored on an eleven-point Likert scale, with larger scores 
indicating stronger attitudes (10 = very strong, 0 = not at all strong). These questions make up 
the conviction sub-index. Part B also asks two questions asking the participant how popular their 
selected choice is (e.g., “What percentage of the population do you think would agree/agree most 
with the statement that you circled?”). This makes up the consensus sub-index. Part C then asks 
four additional questions assessing how strongly the participant can see and sympathize with 
both sides of the issue (e.g., “I have strong mixed emotions both for and against capital 
punishment, all at the same time”). This is also scored on an eleven-point Likert scale, but with 
values ranging from five to negative five (5 = extremely characteristic of my attitude, -5 = 
extremely uncharacteristic of my attitude). This makes up the ambivalence sub-index. The 
second compensatory conviction measure follows a parallel format but with abortion as the topic 
rather than capital punishment. Compensatory conviction scores were calculated using the same 
process as in McGregor et al. (2001). First, the z-score of each sub-index (conviction, consensus, 
and ambivalence) for both social issues is calculated (with ambivalence reverse scored). Then 
these scores were averaged, and standardized again to provide the final fluid compensation score. 
The compensatory conviction materials are reproduced in Appendix I.  
Procedure 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 Signing up for the study resulted in the participants being given a code to access the study via 
Surveymonkey.com. Once the participant logs onto the survey, they were first provided an 
informed consent form. Should the participant provide consent, they proceed to the rest of the 
study. After completing self-report measures assessing trait mindfulness, attentional control, self-
esteem, and self-control, participants were randomly assigned to either the experimental 
condition or the control condition. Those in the experimental condition were given the meaning 
threat manipulation materials, which ask the participant to write about an unresolved personal 
dilemma. Those in the control condition were asked to write about a friend’s personal dilemma. 
Following these conditions, all participants received the self-concept clarity scale as a distractor 
task. Next, they were asked to complete the compensatory conviction paradigm. Lastly, 
participants were given a demographics form. Upon completion of the study materials, 
participants were thanked and the study concluded. 
Results 
Analytic strategy 
 Conceptually, participants were sorted into four groups for the analysis. Those either in 
the manipulation or control condition, and those with high or low trait mindfulness scores. The 
primary goal of this analysis was to test for the existence of mindfulness as a moderating variable 
in the relationship between meaning threat and fluid compensation (see Figure 1). There are 
multiple ways to run a moderator analysis, especially one with a strong theoretical background. 
This research team came to the conclusion that there were two viable options, each with its own 
boons and drawbacks. The first being a regression analysis using the PROCESS add-on to SPSS 
by Andrew Hayes (2012). This analysis allows the full range of mindfulness to be examined,  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which can answer questions regarding how much the effect of fluid compensation fluctuates 
under increasing and decreasing levels of mindfulness. This can be thought of as a test of the 
practical implications of the findings. However, this form of analysis is necessarily unfocused, 
and therefore lacks power (McClelland, 1997). Due to this design, there is a larger risk of 
committing a type II error. There is a general consensus that testing to find the real-world effect 
of a manipulation is important, and perhaps even ideal. However, the effect must be detected in 
the first place to draw such conclusions.  
 To address the power concerns, a second analytical route was designed with power 
increases in mind. Theory suggests that increased mindfulness should buffer against the tendency 
to fluidly compensate following meaning threat. Thus, an ordinal interaction is expected to 
emerge in which those in the low-mindful/threat condition diverge from the other three groups in 
terms of fluid compensation scores (see Figure 2). Because of this specific prediction, it is 
possible to use a simple focused t-test to investigate this interaction. To further increase power, 
only the participants with the most extreme positive and negative mindfulness scores are used. 
By comparing only those in the tails of the distribution, the differences between means are 
maximized, increasing the ability to detect an effect, should one exist. However, removing the 
majority of participants also greatly sacrifices generalizability. While the regression analysis can 
be thought of as testing the practical implications of the data, the t-test can be thought of as 
testing the theoretical backing of the study.  
Regression Analysis 
 The moderator analysis is part of the regression family of tests. The moderator analysis 
was conducted to assess how increasing and decreasing levels of trait mindfulness affect the  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degree to which individuals fluidly compensate given a perceived threat to meaning. In order to 
test the moderating effect of mindfulness on fluid compensation in response to a meaning threat, 
the PROCESS (Hayes, 2012) add-on for SPSS was employed to test for simple moderation 
effects.  
 Data screening. Data screening revealed no violations of assumptions of linearity and 
heteroscedasticity, ratio of cases to IV, skewness and kurtosis of the variables, or 
multicollinearity or singularity among variables (see Table 2 for correlations). Fourteen 
participants were removed for missing data, and two additional participants were removed after 
being flagged as having multivariate outliers based on a Mahalanobis distance exceeding the cut 
off of X2 = 16.27. Mindfulness scores appeared to have a normal distribution (see Figure 3).  
 Regression model. Fluid compensation scores were entered into the PROCESS (Hayes, 
2012) model as the dependent measure, with threat entered as a binary predictor. The model was 
first run with threat as the only predictor entered, to check whether the manipulation was 
effective. Results showed that the overall model was not significant, R2 = .004, F (1, 203) = .77, 
p = .38, failing to support the hypothesis and replicate the results from McGregor et al., 2001. 
Threat was not associated with a significant difference in fluid compensation scores β = -.06, 
t(203) = -.88, p = .38. Because the manipulation failed to achieve a significant effect, the analysis 
would normally refrain from continuing. However, in the interest of being thorough, the full 
analysis was performed as initially planned. Mindfulness scores were added into the model as a 
moderating variable, and were first entered using the MAAS scores. The results showed the 
model was not significant R2 = .03, F(3, 201) = 1.7, p = .17. Threat was not associated with a 
significant difference in fluid compensation scores β = -.13, t(201) = -.93, p = .36, nor was the  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interaction of mindfulness and threat β = .26, t(201) = 1.7, p = .09. Self-esteem, attentional 
control, and self-control were finally added into the model as covariates. Together, these 
predictors showed a significant effect for the overall model, R2 = .07, F(6, 198) = 2.51, p < .05 
(see Table 3). However, the main effect of threat on fluid compensation remained non-
significant, β = -.1, t(198) = -.69, p = .5, 95%CI [-.38, .18], nor did the interaction between threat 
and mindfulness, β = .26, t(198) = 1.73, p = .09, 95%CI [-.04, .57], failing to support the 
hypothesis. Rather, significance was found with the covariates self-control, β = -.03, t(198) = 
-2.38, p < .05, 95%CI [-.06, -.01] and self-esteem β = .04, t(198) = 2.58, p < .05, 95%CI [.01, .
06].  
 The study was designed to be run using both the MAAS and the FFMQ acting with 
awareness sub-scale in order to determine if the definition of mindfulness made a difference in 
the results. Scores on these two scales were highly correlated at r = .71, p < .01 (see Table 2). 
Thus, both steps of the regression model were run again, all variables being kept the same with 
the exception of the FFMQ acting with awareness sub-scale taking the place of MAAS. The first 
step omitting covariates revealed a non-significant overall model, R2 = .005, F(3, 201) = .39, p 
= .77, supporting the previous findings with the MAAS. When self-esteem, self-control, and 
attentional control were added into the model, the results remained non-significant for the overall 
model, R2 = .05, F(6, 198) = 1.91, p = .08, failing to support the hypothesis. Detailed results of 
both regression analyses can be viewed in Table 4. 
t-test of Ordinal Interaction 
 Because there is a specific hypothesis of the kind of interaction between trait mindfulness 
and fluid compensation behaviors, it is also possible to run a simple t-test comparing groups.  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Specifically, an ordinal interaction is expected to emerge (see Figure 2). This means that one 
group (those low on trait mindfulness who are exposed to threat) should show increased fluid 
compensation scores relative to the other three groups. This design represents a more focused 
and optimal design, and will therefore have more statistical power than the previous analytic 
method (McClelland, 1997). The key to increasing power in this design is cutting out the middle 
portion of the distribution and only looking at individuals that make up the tails. While this does 
increase power, it does not allow for covariates to be entered into the analysis, nor an 
interpretation of how the level of fluid compensation behaviors changes across the full spectrum 
of trait mindfulness.  
 Comparison of extremes. In order to determine how much of the data should be 
removed, we first analyzed three different grouping of mindfulness z-scores to see where the 
greatest difference in means existed. This was done because this is a novel study and there was 
no existing information on what to expect in terms of the distribution. In order to utilize the test 
most effectively, we needed to know what the best cut points would be. The three tested 
groupings were thirds, fourths, and fifths (see figures 4 - 6). In all cases, the data did not appear 
to deviate from the mean based on levels of mindfulness as assessed by the MAAS, which is 
consistent with the earlier findings through the regression analyses. Due to the lack of clear mean 
differences, the decision was made to take only the most extreme scores into the analysis. Thus, 
the groups were made with only the upper and lower 20% of mindfulness scorers remaining in 
the analysis. This resulted in the elimination of 123 cases, leaving 82 remaining. 
 Analysis. To test for the specific ordinal interaction theorized in this study, the low 
mindful/threat condition was compared to an aggregate of the other three conditions (high  
26
MINDFUL MEANING 
mindful/threat, low mindful/control, and high mindful/control). Of the 82 participants remaining 
in the analysis, 13 were in the low mindful/threat condition, which was theorized to diverge from 
the other three groups which had a combined 69 cases.  
 Mean fluid compensation scores were entered into the t test, being grouped by whether 
the participant fell into the low mindful/threat category, or the aggregate of the other three 
categories. In line with the results from the regression analyses, this test showed no significant 
difference between the groups t(80) = -.55, p = .59, 95%CI [-.88, .50], failing to support the 
hypothesis. This evidence converges with the regression analyses conducted earlier, indicating 
there was not a meaningful difference between conditions on fluid compensation scores.  
Discussion 
 The meaning maintenance model suggests that individuals are motivated to create and 
maintain a sense of meaning (Heine, Proulx, & Vohs, 2006). When an individual perceives a 
threat to their sense of meaning, they are motivated to reestablish meaning, even if that means 
reaffirming attitudes unrelated to the original source of the threat (e.g., Proulx & Heine, 2008).  
Research on mindfulness has shown that individuals high in the trait are better able to stay 
focused on the present moment and take in information in a more dispassionate way (Brown & 
Ryan, 2003). This is achieved in part by being more open to information without placing a 
personal stake in it (Bishop et al., 2004). Based on these findings, it was hypothesized that highly 
mindful individuals would be less likely to perceive their sense of meaning as being threatened 
in an uncertainty manipulation.  Without the perception of meaning being threatened, these 
individuals should be less motivated to attempt to fluidly compensate when compared to 
individuals lower in trait mindfulness.  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 The hypothesized effect has been found in previous research conducted by Nimiec et al. 
(2014), though this was carried out using a mortality salience manipulation common with terror 
management theory based studies. Because the MMM is broader than TMT in terms of what 
kinds of manipulations may induce fluid compensation, this study sought to test for this 
relationship using a meaning threat unique to the MMM. Previous meaning maintenance studies 
have successfully replicated effects from TMT research before (e.g., Heine et al., 2005; 
Rosenblatt, 1989). One of the goals of this research was to continue this trend and test whether 
findings reported by Nimiec and colleagues were also applicable to the broader MMM.  
 The resulting data was analyzed in two different ways. However, neither method was able 
to replicate the effect of strengthened attitudes following a meaning threat that is described in the 
literature. Due to this failure to replicate previous findings, the question of whether mindfulness 
moderates the relationship between threat and fluid compensation was not able to be addressed 
with the current data. 
 With one measure of mindfulness, the FFMQ acting with awareness sub-scale, the study 
failed to replicate the initial findings of McGregor et al. (2001); that given a meaning threat, 
individuals will respond with increased conviction about unrelated social issues. When using the 
MAAS as the metric for mindfulness in the model, the overall model was significant, but the 
effect of threat on fluid compensation was not. Given that both models failed to replicate 
evidence reported by previous research, no strong conclusions can be drawn based on these 
results. These moderation analyses were based on regressions, which are unfocused tests. In 
order to provide a stronger test of the hypothesis, a focused t test comparing mean fluid 
compensation scores of the low mindful/threat condition to the rest of the sample was conducted,  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but also failed to support the hypothesis. The findings from the t test show no mean difference 
due to condition or mindfulness, which is consistent with the results obtained from the regression 
analyses.  
Limitations 
 Given the previous evidence for meaning maintenance effects, these results were not 
expected. There are a few possible factors that may have influenced these results. One factor is 
that this study was conducted online, whereas previous studies (e.g., McGregor et al., 2001; 
Sobol & Darke, 2014; Nimiec et al., 2014) have used in-person methods. This is particularly 
important to consider with the kind of manipulation given to the participants. Administering the 
manipulation materials in person would allow the researcher to better control how much time the 
participant spends on the materials. The meaning threat would be most effective when an 
individual truly contemplates their personal dilemma for a fair amount of time. It could be the 
case that while participating in the study online with a lack of oversight, participants felt more 
comfortable rushing through the materials in an attempt to complete the study more quickly. This 
would result in less effectiveness of the manipulation.  
 Another potential factor influencing these results are ceiling effects on one of the social 
issues used in the fluid compensation measure. In order to measure fluid compensation, 
participants were asked to provide their opinions on capital punishment and abortion. Further 
analysis of responses in the control condition suggested that participants typically had strong 
beliefs about abortion compared to capital punishment. Within the control condition, when asked 
how firmly participants held their selected belief about abortion, 47% of the sample selected the 
strongest option, with 71% of participants selecting one of the top three strongest responses. In  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the same sample, only 18% selected the strongest option for capital punishment, with 42% 
selecting one of the strongest three options. It is possible that because of these ceiling effects 
with attitudes on abortion, there was not as strong of a mean difference between the threat and 
control condition as might have otherwise occurred.  
Future directions 
 Due to the discrepancy in the findings of this study compared to previous literature, 
future studies should look to use a variety of methodologies when designing manipulations 
involving meaning threats and the measurement of fluid compensation. Previous studies have 
induced meaning threats using means ranging from change blindness (Proulx & Heine, 2008) to 
subliminal threats (Randles, Proulx, & Heine, 2011). To the author’s knowledge, there has not 
been a meaning threat study that has employed multiple types of meaning threats with the goal of 
comparing the effectiveness of each. This would be a good point of study for the future of this 
line of research, especially considering that many studies in this area suffer from a lack of power. 
For example, a post-hoc power analysis conducted using G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 
1996) showed that the study our manipulation was adopted from (McGregor et al., 2001) was 
underpowered at .64. Because of the large instability of results coming from underpowered 
samples (see Simonsohn, 2015 for a review), it can be difficult to determine if the methodologies 
employed in underpowered studies are truly effective or not. It is possible that the manipulation 
is potent enough that it shows an effect even when there are fewer participants in the sample than 
statistically recommended. However, it is also possible that the study is subject to sampling error 
that creates a false positive. Because significant findings are typically favored, these are the 
studies that often make it to publication. Whereas other studies that would be able to provide  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inconsistent evidence do not make it past the review board, and are subsequently banished to the 
“file drawer” (Rosenthal, 1979) 
  Although this study failed to replicate findings evidenced in previous research, it does 
have its merits. Utilizing multiple analytic strategies helped provide converging evidence to 
bolster confidence in the findings. Future studies may benefit from keeping statistical power in 
mind and considering a dual approach to data analysis. One key issue that could be improved 
upon is the types of social issues selected for use. Clearly there was a ceiling effect for responses 
to the abortion topic. Thus, the measures for fluid compensation could be amended to include 
more social issues, or topics that are less likely to derive such strong responses from participants. 
Additionally, the methodology was perhaps unique in the sense that the entire study was 
completed online. Other studies in this line of research typically collect data through in-person 
means. Although this is generally a more time consuming approach for the researchers, these 
methods may lead to more effective threat manipulations. Overall, this study has provided some 
groundwork for future attempts to investigate the effect of mindfulness on compensatory 
behavior.  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Table 1 
Sample Demographics (n = 205)
Variable n %
Sex
   Male 45 22.0
   Female 160 78.0
Ethnicity
White 162 79.0
   Black 20 9.6
   Asian 14 6.8
   Other 9 4.4
Academic year
   Freshman 124 60.5
   Sophomore 44 21.5
   Junior 26 12.7
   Senior 11 5.3
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Table 3 
Overall Model Statistics
Model R R2 Mean Standard Error F
MAAS .27 .07 .97 2.51*
FFMQ .22 .05 .99 1.91
Note: 
*p < .05.

MINDFUL MEANING 
Figure 1. Model of mindfulness moderating the effect of meaning threat on compensatory 
behaviors, such as fluid compensation.  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Appendix A 
Day-to-Day Experiences 
Instructions: Below is a collection of statements about your everyday experience.  Using the 1-6 
scale below, please indicate how frequently or infrequently you currently have each experience.  
Please answer according to what really reflects your experience rather than what you think your 
experience should be. Please treat each item separately. 
____1. I could be experiencing some emotion and not be conscious of it until some time  
 later. 
____2. I break or spill things because of carelessness, not paying attention, or thinking of  
 something else. 
____3. I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present.  
____4. I tend to walk quickly to get where I’m going without paying attention to what I  
 experience along the way. 
____5. I tend to not notice feelings of physical tension or discomfort until they really  
 grab my attention. 
____6. I forget a persons name almost as soon as I’ve been told it for the first time.  
____7. It seems I am “running on automatic”, without much awareness of what I’m 
 doing. 
____8. I rush though activities without being really attentive to them. 
____9. I get so focused on the goal I want to achieve that I lose touch with what I’m  
 doing right now to get there. 
____10. I do jobs or tasks automatically, without being aware of what I’m doing. 
____11. I find myself listening to someone with one ear, and doing something else at the  
 same time. 
____12. I drive places on ‘automatic pilot’ and then wonder why I went there. 
____13. I find myself preoccupied with the future of the past. 
____14. I find myself doing things without paying attention. 
____15. I snack without being aware that I’m eating.  
1 2 3 4 5 6
Almost 
Always
Very 
Frequently
Somewhat 
Frequently
Somewhat 
Infrequently
Very 
Infrequently
Almost 
Never
53
MINDFUL MEANING 
Appendix B 
Facets of Experience 
Instructions:  Please rate each of the following statements using the scale provided.  Write the 
number in the blank that best describes your own opinion of what is generally true for you. 
1  2  3  4  5 
never or very          rarely      sometimes          often     very often or 
rarely true           true           true                true            always true 
____ 1.  When I’m walking, I deliberately notice the sensations of my body moving. 
____ 2.  I’m good at finding words to describe my feelings. 
____ 3.  I criticize myself for having irrational or inappropriate emotions. 
____ 4.  I perceive my feelings and emotions without having to react to them. 
____ 5.  When I do things, my mind wanders off and I’m easily distracted. 
____ 6.  When I take a shower or bath, I stay alert to the sensations of water on my  
                 body. 
____ 7.  I can easily put my beliefs, opinions, and expectations into words. 
____ 8.  I don’t pay attention to what I’m doing because I’m daydreaming, worrying,  
 or otherwise distracted. 
____ 9.  I watch my feelings without getting lost in them. 
____ 10. I tell myself I shouldn’t be feeling the way I’m feeling. 
____ 11. I notice how foods and drinks affect my thoughts, bodily sensations, and  
                 emotions. 
____ 12. It’s hard for me to find the words to describe what I’m thinking. 
____ 13. I am easily distracted. 
____ 14. I believe some of my thoughts are abnormal or bad and I shouldn’t think  
 that way. 
____ 15. I pay attention to sensations, such as the wind in my hair or sun on my face. 
____ 16. I have trouble thinking of the right words to express how I feel about things 
____ 17. I make judgments about whether my thoughts are good or bad. 
____ 18. I find it difficult to stay focused on what’s happening in the present. 
____ 19. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I “step back” and am aware of  
 the thought or image without getting taken over by it.  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1  2  3  4  5 
never or very          rarely      sometimes          often     very often or 
rarely true           true           true                true            always true 
____ 20. I pay attention to sounds, such as clocks ticking, birds chirping, or cars passing. 
____ 21. In difficult situations, I can pause without immediately reacting. 
____ 22. When I have a sensation in my body, it’s difficult for me to describe it  
 because  I can’t find the right words. 
____ 23. It seems I am “running on automatic” without much awareness of what I’m  
                 doing. 
 ____24. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I feel calm soon after. 
____ 25. I tell myself that I shouldn’t be thinking the way I’m thinking. 
____ 26. I notice the smells and aromas of things. 
____ 27. Even when I’m feeling terribly upset, I can find a way to put it into words. 
____ 28. I rush through activities without being really attentive to them. 
____ 29. When I have distressing thoughts or images I am able just to notice them  
                  without reacting. 
____ 30. I think some of my emotions are bad or inappropriate and I shouldn’t feel  
                 them. 
____ 31. I notice visual elements in art or nature, such as colors, shapes, textures, or  
                 patterns of light and shadow. 
____ 32. My natural tendency is to put my experiences into words. 
____ 33. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I just notice them and let them  
 go. 
____ 34. I do jobs or tasks automatically without being aware of what I’m doing. 
____ 35. When I have distressing thoughts or images, I judge myself as good or bad,  
                  depending what the thought/image is about. 
____ 36. I pay attention to how my emotions affect my thoughts and behavior. 
____ 37. I can usually describe how I feel at the moment in considerable detail. 
____ 38. I find myself doing things without paying attention. 
____ 39. I disapprove of myself when I have irrational ideas. 
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Appendix C 
Items of the Attentional Control Scale 
Items are scored on a 4-point scale (1  almost never; 2  sometimes; 3  often; 4  always).  
R = reverse-scored item. 
1. It’s very hard for me to concentrate on a difficult task when there are noises around. (R) 
2. When I need to concentrate and solve a problem, I have trouble focusing my attention. (R) 
3. When I am working hard on something, I still get distracted by events around me. (R) 
4. My concentration is good even if there is music in the room around me. 
5. When concentrating, I can focus my attention so that I become unaware of what’s going on 
in the room around me. 
6. When I am reading or studying, I am easily distracted if there are people talking in the same 
room. (R) 
7. When trying to focus my attention on something, I have difficulty blocking out distracting 
thoughts. (R) 
8. I have a hard time concentrating when I’m excited about something. (R) 
9. When concentrating I ignore feelings of hunger or thirst. 
10. I can quickly switch from one task to another. 
11. It takes me a while to get really involved in a new task. (R) 
12. It is difficult for me to coordinate my attention between the listening and writing required 
when taking notes during lectures. (R) 
13. I can become interested in a new topic very quickly when I need to. 
14. It is easy for me to read or write while I’m also talking on the phone. 
15. I have trouble carrying on two conversations at once. (R) 
16. I have a hard time coming up with new ideas quickly. (R) 
17. After being interrupted or distracted, I can easily shift my attention back to what I was doing 
before. 
18. When a distracting thought comes to mind, it is easy for me to shift my attention away from 
it. 
19. It is easy for me to alternate between two different tasks. 
20. It is hard for me to break from one way of thinking about something and look at it from 
another point of view. (R)  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Appendix D 
DEMOGRAPHICS FORM  
Please answer the following questions honestly and to the best of your abilities. Check the 
appropriate box or fill in the given space. Thank you. 
1. Sex Assigned at Birth:       o Female         o Male 
2. Current Biological Sex:     o Female         o Male       o Neither male nor female 
3. Gender Identity:                 o Female         o Male       o Neither male nor female 
4. Age:    __________ 
5. What is your major? ____________________________________ 
6. Academic year:  
   First year 
   Sophomore     
   Junior    
   Senior     
   Other: __________________ 
7. Are you Hispanic or Latino? 
o   Yes  o   No 
8. Select one or more of the following races: 
o  American Indian or Alaska Native 
o  Asian  
o  Black or African American 
o  Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander 
o  White or Caucasian 
9. What was your last reported grade point average? ___________________  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10. Do you have any experience with practicing mindfulness?  ___________If yes, how 
long/often? _______________________ 
11. Do you have any experience with practicing yoga? _____________ If yes, how long/
often? ________________________ 
12. Do you have any experience with practicing meditation other than mindfulness or yoga? 
_______ If yes, how long/often? _______________ and how would you classify it? 
________________ 
13. Do you feel lonely more often than not?    Yes     No 
14. Do you often interact with others?    Yes     No 
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Appendix E 
Rosenberg Self-esteem Scale 
Rosenberg self-esteem scale 
Items scored on a 4-point Likert scale 
R = Reverse scored item 
 (1 = Strongly disagree, 2 = disagree, 3 = agree, 4 = strongly agree) 
1. I feel that I am a person of worth, at least on an equal plane with others.    
2. I feel that I have a number of good qualities.     
3. All in all, I am inclined to feel that I am a failure. (R)     
4. I am able to do things as well as most other people.     
5. I feel I do not have much to be proud of. (R)    
6. I take a positive attitude toward myself.     
7. On the whole, I am satisfied with myself.     
8. I wish I could have more respect for myself. (R)     
9. I certainly feel useless at times. (R)     
10. At times I think I am no good at all. (R)  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Appendix F 
Brief Self-Control Scale 
Using the scale provided, please indicate how much each of the following statements reflects 
how you typically are. 
Not at all                                          Very much
1 I am good at resisting temptation.  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
2 I have a hard time breaking bad habits.  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
3 I am lazy. (R)  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
4 I say inappropriate things. (R)  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
5 I do certain things that are bad for me, if      
they are fun. (R)
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
6 I refuse things that are bad for me.  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
7 I wish I had more self-discipline. (R)  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
8 People would say that I have iron self- 
discipline. 
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
9 Pleasure and fun sometimes keep me 
from getting work done. (R)
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
10 I have trouble concentrating.(R)  1——–2——–3——–4——–5
11 I am able to work effectively toward 
long-term goals
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
12
Sometimes I can’t stop myself from 
doing something, even if I 
know it is wrong. (R)
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
13  I often act without thinking through all 
the alternatives. (R)
 1——–2——–3——–4——–5
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Appendix G 
Own Dilemma
Please try to think of an unresolved personal dilemma in your life. Such predicaments are 
characterized by the fact that you are not yet sure whether to take action in order to change 
things. You feel very uncertain and you ask yourself whether it might not be better to leave 
things as they are. In other words, you haven't decided to take action, but you haven't decided 
against it either. Please do not select a problem that is easy to solve, or that you have already 
made your mind up about. On the other hand, do not select one for which a solution will likely 
never be reached. 
The problem should be complex and should take the form of "Should I . . . or not?"
Please name the dilemma:
  
In a word or two, please summarize your primary general value associated with changing the 
way things are .
In a word or two, please summarize your primary general value associated with not changing, 
and leaving things the way they are .
Part A:
With regard to the above dilemma, please take a few minutes to list possible immediate 
consequences, positive and negative, of making a decision that involves change.
Now please try to think of and list any possible long-term consequences that could result 
from the immediate consequences you listed above.
Finally, beside each consequence listed above, rate the percent certainty of occurrence.
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Part B:
Please list the expected difficulties that might arise in trying to implement a decision 
involving change.
Part C:
Please take a few minutes to list possible immediate consequences, positive and negative, 
of leaving things the way they are and not making a change.
Now please try to think of and list any possible long-term consequences that could ensue 
from the immediate consequences you listed above.
Finally, beside each consequence listed above, please rate the certainty of occurrence in 
percentage.
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Friend's Dilemma
Please try to think of an unresolved personal dilemma in the life of a friend or 
acquaintance of yours. Choose a predicament characterized by the fact that your friend is not yet 
sure whether to take action in order to change things – but you feel like you know what would 
best for your friend to do. Your friend feels very uncertain and asks him or herself whether it 
might not be better to leave things as they are. In other words, your friend hasn't decided to take 
action, but hasn't decided against it either. The friends' problem that you choose should be 
complex and should take the form of "Should I . . . or not?"
Please name the dilemma that your friend faces:
.
In a word or two, please summarize what your friend thinks is the primary general value 
associated with changing the way things are .
In a word or two, please summarize what your friend thinks is the primary general value 
associated with not changing, and leaving things the way they are .
Part A:
With regard to the above dilemma of your friend, please take a few minutes to list 
possible immediate consequences, positive and negative, of his or her making a decision that 
involves change.
Now please try to think of and list any possible long-term consequences for your friend 
that could result from the immediate consequences you listed above.
Finally, beside each consequence listed above, rate the percent certainty of occurrence.
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Part B:
Please list the expected difficulties that your friend might face in trying to implement a 
decision involving change.
Part C:
Please take a few minutes to list possible immediate consequences for your friend, 
positive and negative, of leaving things the way they are and not making a change.
Now please try to think of and list any possible long-term consequences for your friend 
that could ensue from the immediate consequences you listed above.
Finally, beside each consequence listed above, please rate the certainty of occurrence in 
percentage.
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Appendix H 
Self Concept Clarity  
This scale consists of a number of items pertaining to how you feel right now. Read each 
statement and then mark the appropriate answer in the space next to that statement. Indicate to 
what extent you feel this way right now, that is, at the present moment. Use the following scale 
to record your answers:
1. My beliefs about myself often conflict with one another.
2. On one day I might have one opinion of myself and on another day I 
might have a different opinion.
3. I spend a lot of time wondering about what kind of person I really am.
4. Sometimes I feel that I am not really the person that I appear to be.
5. When I think about the kind of person I have been in the past, I'm not 
sure what I was really like.
6. I seldom experience conflict between the different aspects of my 
personality.
7. Sometimes i think I know other people better than I know myself.
8. My beliefs about myself seem to change very frequently.
9. If I were asked to describe my personality, my description might end up 
being different from one day to another day.
10. Even if I wanted to, I don't think I would tell someone what I'm really 
like.
11. In general, I have a clear sense of who I am and what I am. 
12. It is often hard for me to make up my mind about things because I 
don't really know what I want.
1 2 3 4 5
very slightly
or not at all
a little moderately quite a bit extremely
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Appendix I 
ATTITUDES TOWARD CAPITAL PUNISHMENT
Part A: Please circle the number of the statement below that you agree with most.
1.  Capital punishment is not morally right or wrong; it is merely just one method of 
punishment.
2.  A murderer deserves to die.
3.  Since capital punishment has not prevented murders, society should abolish it. 
4. Capital punishment will do until something better is found.
5.  Capital punishment seems to have proven to be a fairly effective deterrent to murder.
6.  Rather than execute a murderer society should try to help him or her through treatment.
7.  Capital punishment is absolutely never justified.
8.  We must have capital punishment for some crimes.
9.  Capital punishment is just and necessary.
10. Capital punishment is wrong but it is necessary in our imperfect civilization 
12. Capital punishment is justified only for premeditated murder.
13. Capital punishment should be used more often than it is.
14. Capital punishment is not necessary in modern civilizations.
15. Life imprisonment is more effective than capital punishment.
Part B:
Please refer to the statement about capital punishment that you circled above, and 
respond to the following questions by circling a number on the ratings scale.
1.  How firmly do you believe in this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
firmly firmly
2.  How willing would you be to defend this position in an argument?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
willing willing
3.  How strong is your conviction about this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
strong strong
4.  How certain do you feel about this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
certain certain
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5.  What percentage of the population do you think would agree most with the statement that you 
circled?
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
6. What percentage of the population do you think would agree with the statement that you 
circled?
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
Part C:
To what extent do each of the following statements characterize your attitude 
toward capital punishment (use the following scale and mark a number to the left of each 
statement in the answer blank provided).
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
extremely extremely
uncharacteristic characteristic
of my attitude of my attitude
I find myself feeling "torn" between the two sides of the issue of capital 
punishment;  my feelings go in both directions only.
My head and my heart seem to be in disagreement on the issue of capital 
punishment.
I have strong mixed emotions both for and against capital punishment, all 
at the same time.
My "gut" feeling about capital punishment lines up perfectly with what 
my rational intellect tells me to do. (R)
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ATTITUDES TOWARD ABORTION
Part A: Please circle the number of the statement below that you agree with most.
1.  Abortion should be legal, but with many restrictions.
2.  Abortion should be legal and readily accessible to people requesting it.
3.  The benefits of abortion should be publicized by the government.
4.  Abortion should have to be approved by a panel of medical experts who agree to 
its necessity.
5.  I find abortion morally repugnant.
6.  Legal abortion should be allowed only in case of rape or incest, thus severely 
limiting the number of abortions performed.
7.  Abortion should be illegal except in life-threatening situations.
8.  A legal abortion should be available during the first 3 months of a pregnancy.
9. The law should allow the woman to control her own body by permitting a legal 
abortion.
10. To protect the rights of the unborn baby, legal abortion should never be available.
11. Abortion should be legal, but with a few restrictions. 
12. Abortions should be legal only if childbirth could impair the woman's health, thus 
somewhat limiting the number of abortions performed.
13. A legal abortion should be available during the first 6 months of pregnancy, but 
after that time, only if the woman's life or health would be endangered by a birth. 
14. It is difficult to decide whether the rights of the unborn or the woman are more 
important in formulating laws regarding abortion. 
15.  Abortion on demand and paid by OHIP should be guaranteed by law to any woman when 
she asks for it;  without this protection, she is a slave to the state through compulsory 
pregnancy.
Part B:
Please refer to the statement about abortion that you circled above, and respond to 
the following questions by circling a number on the ratings scale.
1.  How firmly do you believe in this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
firmly firmly
2.  How willing would you be to defend this position in an argument?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
willing willing
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3.  How strong is your conviction about this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
strong strong
4.  How certain do you feel about this position?
10 9 8 7 6 5 4 3 2 1 0
very not at all
certain certain
5.  What percentage of the population do you think would agree most with the statement that you 
circled?
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
6. What percentage of the population do you think would agree with the statement that you 
circled?
100% 90% 80% 70% 60% 50% 40% 30% 20% 10% 0%
Part C:
To what extent do each of the following statements characterize your attitude 
toward abortion (use the following scale and mark a number to the left of each statement in 
the answer blank provided).
-5 -4 -3 -2 -1 0 1 2 3 4 5
extremely extremely
uncharacteristic characteristic
of my attitude of my attitude
I find myself feeling "torn" between the two sides of the issue of abortion;  my 
feelings go in both directions.
My head and my heart seem to be in disagreement on the issue of abortion.
I have strong mixed emotions both for and against abortion, all at the same time.
My "gut" feeling about abortion lines up perfectly with what my rational 
intellect tells me to do. (R)
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